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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1. Applicant's compliance with the objections to the drawings in the previous Office Action (mailed 
on 26 July 2004) is noted and appreciated. The drawings were received on 26 November 2004. These 
drawings are accepted. Accordingly, the previous objections are withdrawn. 

Specification 

2. Applicant's compliance with the objections to the specification in the previous Office Action 
(mailed on 26 July 2004) is noted and appreciated. However, the disclosure is still objected to because of 
the following informalities: 

On p. 2 of Applicant's response filed on 26 November 2004, Applicant made the following 
amendment to paragraph [0077]: 

"element 21 are set to 300 mm and 50 mm, respectively." 
However, it appears that Applicant may have intended ~ element 21 are set to 50 mm and 50 mm, 
respectively — instead. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The phrase, "either or both of at least tw^o upstream sections, extending in the emitter," is still 

unclear. In particular, "extending in the emitter" is not shown in the figures nor is it clear how upstream 

sections extend "in the emitter" of the figures. Rather, Applicant explains, 

"Figure 8 shows two upstream sections, extending from the emitter (10), of the first and second 
propagation paths (A, BY' (filed on 26 November 2004, p. Q, last paragraph, emphasis 
Examiner's). 

Examiner suggests amending claim 5 such that "extending in the emitter" is changed to — extending from 
the emitter — , as explained by Applicant. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because the specification, while 
being enabling for: 

(independent claim 1) "an optical axis of a light-emitting element of the emitter or that of a light- . 
receiving element of the receiver being deviated such that a ratio.. .is equal to or higher than a 
predetermined value," 

does not reasonably provide enablement for: 

(independent claim 1) "an optical axis of a light-emitting element of the emitter or that of a light- 
receiving element of the receiver being deviated such that a ratio... is equal to or higher than a 
predetermined value at or above which a faulty optical-signal transmission is not caused" 

The specification does not enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to use the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. More exactly, 
note that the claim language appears to relate the value of said ratio to the outcome of whether or not a 
faulty optical -signal transmission is caused. However, this contested limitation is so broad as to include 
situations where a faulty optical-signal transmission is caused regardless of the ratio value. For example, 
consider the simple situation of an optical signal transmitted with insufficient power. Although the 
optical axis deviation determines the desired ratio value, a faulty optical signal transmission is still 
caused due to insufficient signal power. The specification does not show how any value of said ratio 
excludes such simple and intuitive examples of a faulty optical-signal transmission being caused. 
Accordingly, the specification does not enable one to use the invention commensurate in scope with these 
claims. 

6. Claims 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because the specification, while 
being enabling for: 
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(independent claim 6) "said emitter including a light-emitting element having an optical axis 
thereof deviating from an imaginary line connecting the emitter and the receiver toward the reflector such 
that a 7'ario...is equal to or higher than a predetermined value," 

does not reasonably provide enablement for: 

(independent claim 6) "said emitter including a light-emitting element having an optical axis 
thereof deviating from an imaginary line connecting the emitter and the receiver toward the reflector such 
that a ?'arto...is equal to or higher than a predetermined value at or above which a faulty optical signal 
transmission is not caused" 

Similar to the treatment of claims 1-5 above, the specification does not enable any person skilled 
in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to use the invention 
commensurate in scope with these claims. More exactly, note that the claim language appears to relate 
the value of said ratio to the outcome of whether or not a faulty optical-signal transmission is caused. 
However, this contested limitation is so broad as to include situations where a faulty optical-signal 
transmission is caused regardless of the ratio value. For example, consider the simple situation of an 
optical signal transmitted with insufficient power. Although the optical axis deviation determines the 
desired ratio value, a faulty optical signal transmission is still caused due to insufficient signal power. 
The specification does not show how any value of said ratio excludes such simple and intuitive examples 
of a faulty optical-signal transmission being caused. Accordingly, the specification does not enable one to 
use the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 

7. Claims 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at 
the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
Independent claim 6 includes the following limitation: 

"such that a ratio between incident intensities of first and second optical signals, emitted from 
the emitter..., and then entering the receiver, is equal to or higher than a predetermined value at 
or above which a faulty optical signal transmission is not caused" (emphasis Examiner's). 
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However, the corresponding specification reads: 

"If the incident level of optical signal to the light-receiving element 21 is equal to or higher than 
about 20% of the maximum incident intensity, no faulty transmission may be caused" (p. 26-27, 
bridging paragraph, emphasis Examiner's). 

Note that the claim language bases non-faulty optical signal transmission on a ratio between 

incident intensities of two signals from an emitter. On the other hand, the corresponding 

specification bases non-faulty optical signal transmission on a ratio between an actual incident 

intensity and a maximum incident intensity. 

Claim 6: ratio ~ incident intensity of a first optical signal 

incident intensity of a second optical signal 

specification: ratio ~ actual incident intensity level 

maximum incident intensity level 

This difference in subject matter raises the question of whether or not claims 6-10 are sufficiently 

supported by the written description. That is, the specification teaches that the invention operates 

according to one specific criterion (ratio between actual incident intensity level and maximum incident 

intensity level). Claims 6-10 teach that the same invention operates according to a different criterion 

(ratio between incident intensity of a first optical signal to incident intensity of a second optical signal). 

Accordingly, this difference raises the question of whether or not claims 6-10 comply with the written 

description requirement of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 



Applicant provided the following response, as evidence that claim 6 is supported by the 
specification: 

"The specification describes in connection with one embodiment that first and second optical 
signals (Bi, B2), emitting from the light-emitting element (11) and being reflected by first and 
second reflection planes (24, 25), are incident into the light-receiving element (21). See the 
specification at page 25, line 25 through page 27, line 8, and Figure 10. For convenience, it is 
assumed that the incident intensities of the first and second optical signals (Bi, B2) are Ii and 12, 
respectively. As discussed below, the ratio (I1/I2) corresponds to the ratio of an actual incident 
intensity and the maximum incident intensity. Furthermore, the ratio (I1/I2) is equal to or higher 
than a predetermined value as recited in Claim 6. If 12 is greater than Ii, the maximum incident 
intensity is equal to I2. If I2 is blocked or interrupted, the actual incident intensity is equal to Ii. 
In this situation, the ratio (I1/I2), which is equal to or higher than a predetermined value, 
corresponds to the ratio of the actual incident intensity and the maximum incident intensity. On 
the other hand, if 1 1 is blocked or interrupted, the actual incident intensity is equal to I2. In this 
situation, the ratio (Ii/l2=l2/l2=i), which is equal to or higher than a predetermined value, also 
corresponds to the ratio of the actual incident intensity and the maximum incident intensity. The 
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same would apply to the situation where Ii is greater than 12. In view of the above, Claim 6 is 
supported by the specification. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested" (filed on 26 
November 2004, p. 10, middle paragraph). 

Applicant's explanation is appreciated, but Examiner respectfully notes that Applicant's 
explanation is subject matter that is new and additional to the cited portion of the specification (p. 25, 1. 
25 - p. 27, 1. 8, and Fig. 10). For example, the cited portion of the specification is silent about designating 
the incident intensity of either of the first or second optical signals as the "maximum incident intensity'* of 
p. 27, 1. 5. Also, none of the other embodiments of Applicant's specification designate the incident 
intensity of a first optical signal as a "maximum incident intensity," relative to the "actual incident 
intensity" of a second optical signal. Accordingly, Applicant's explanation is not persuasive in showing 
that claims 6-10, are supported by the specification. 

Moreover, the cited portion of the specification conflicts with this new and additional subject 
matter in Applicant's explanation. In particular, on p. 26-27, bridging.paragraph, the specification states, 
"These [first and second] optical signals never be blocked." This statement conflicts with portions of 
Applicant's explanation, "If I2 is blocked" and "[I]f Ii is blocked." Accordingly, Applicant's explanation is 
not persuasive in showing that claims 6-10 are supported by the specification. 

Furthermore, the context of the specification implies a usage of the term "maximum incident 
intensity" that conflicts with the usage of the same term in Applicant's explanation. More exactly, the 
specification states, 

"If the incident level of optical signal to the light-receiving element 21 is equal to or higher than 
about 20% of the maximum incident intensity, no faulty transmission may be caused, 
although the minimum incident intensity level varies depending on types of the 
light-receiving element" (p. 27, 1. 3-7, emphasis Examiner's). 

The context of the specification here implies that the usage of the terms "maximum incident intensity" 
and "minimum incident intensity level" describes absolute levels of incident signal intensity received by 
the light-receiving element. Even the "minimum incident intensity level" depends on the type of light- 
receiving element employed, suggesting an absolute value. That is, the operation of the described 
invention appears to depend on an absolute amount of incident signal intensity received by the light- 
receiving element, irrespective of the ratio of the relative incident intensities of the first and second 
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optical signals. Accordingly, Applicant's explanation is not persuasive in showing that claims 6-10 are 
supported by the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Maue et al. 

9. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Maue et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,040,168). 

Regarding claim 1, Maue et al. discloses: 

An optical signal transmission device, mounted to a vehicle, for propagating an optical signal, 
used to control operation of a vehicle- mounted apparatus, through a free space along a first propagation 
path (blocked path from transmitter lA in Figs. 3 and 5 to modules 3 in Figs. 1-2 or to transmitter/sensor 
lC or lD in Fig. 5) extending from an emitter to a receiver and a second propagation path (unblocked path 
from transmitter lA in Figs. 3 and 5 to modules 3 in Figs. 1-2 or to transmitter/sensors lC or lD in Fig. 5) 
extending from the emitter to the receiver via a reflector (col. 5, 1. 35-66) that is disposed outside the 
emitter and the receiver, the improvement comprising: 

an optical axis of a light-emitting element of the emitter or that of a light-receiving element of the 
receiver being deviated (emitter or receiver facing a reflector, i.e. a windshield in col. 5, 1. 52-60) such that 
a ratio (not expressly disclosed but inherently present) of an incident intensity, at the receiver, of a second 
optical signal propagating along the second propagation path (path of unblocked signal) to an incident 
intensity, at the receiver, of a first optical signal propagating along the first propagation path (path of 
blocked signal, col. 6, 1. 15-19) is equal to or higher than a predetermined value (i.e. zero , required to be 
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higher than a value of zero in order to be functional) at or above which a faulty optical-signal transmission 
is not caused. 

Regarding claim 2, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 1, wherein at least one of the light- 
emitting element of the emitter and the light-receiving element of the receiver is disposed upward (i.e. 
transmitter lA facing a windshield in Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 3, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 1, wherein said predetermined value is 

25%. 

Note an exemplary ratio of Maue et al.: 

ratio ~ unblocked signal (along 2 nd path including the reflector) = X , X > o = 00 
blocked signal (along 1 st path) o 

Note the ratio of claim 3: 

ratio - 25% = 1/4 

The exemplary ratio of Maue et al. (00) is higher than the predetermined value (25%) of claim 3. 
Regarding claim 4, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 1, wherein said light-emitting element is 
disposed that its optical axis (i.e. the axis of transmitter lA facing a windshield in Fig. 5) coincides with an 
upstream section, extending from the emitter to the reflector, of the second propagation path (path of 
unblocked signal). 

Regarding claim 5, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 1, wherein one or more reflector 
members (plurality of reflecting surfaces in col. 5, 1. 35-66) are disposed in either or both of upstream 
sections, extending in the emitter, of the first and second propagation paths. 

Ieda et al. 

10. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ieda et al. (JP 05-344069 
A). 
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Regarding claim 1, Ieda et al. discloses: 

An optical signal transmission device, mounted to a vehicle, for propagating an optical signal, 
used to control operation of a vehicle- mounted apparatus, through a free space along a first propagation 
path (blocked path from optical transmitting unit 11 to optical receiving unit 13 in Drawing 1) extending 
from an emitter to a receiver and a second propagation path (unblocked path from optical transmitting 
unit 11 to optical receiving unit 13 in Drawing 1) extending from the emitter to the receiver via a reflector 
(wall surface 20 in Drawing 1 or reflecting plate 23 in Drawing 5) that is disposed outside the emitter and 
the receiver, the improvement comprising: 

an optical axis of a light-emitting element of the emitter or that of a light-receiving element of the 
receiver being deviated (axes of light emitting devices 12 in Drawings) such that a ratio (not expressly 
disclosed but inherently present) of an incident intensity, at the receiver, of a second optical signal 
propagating along the second propagation path (path of unblocked signal) to an incident intensity, at the 
receiver, of a first optical signal propagating along the first propagation path (path of blocked signal) is 
equal to or higher than a predetermined value (i.e. zero , required to be higher than a value of zero in order 
to be functional) at or above which a faulty optical-signal transmission is not caused. 

Note that the following recitations have not been given patentable weight because they occur in 
the preamble: 

"mounted to a vehicle" 

"used to control operation of a vehicle- mounted apparatus" 

A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of 
a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not depend on the 
preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. 
See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 
USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 

Regarding claim 2, leda et ah discloses: 
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The optical signal transmission device according to claim 1, wherein at least one of the light- 
emitting element of the emitter and the light-receiving element of the receiver is disposed upward 
(Drawing 2). 

Regarding claim 3, Ieda et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 1, wherein said predetermined value is 

25%. 

Note an exemplary ratio of leda et al: 

ratio ~ unblocked signal (along 2 nd path including the reflector) = X , X > o = 00 
blocked signal (along i sl path) 0 

Note the ratio of claim 3: 

ratio - 25% =1/4 

The exemplary ratio of Ieda et al. (00) is higher than the predetermined value (25%) of claim 3. 
Regarding claim 4, Ieda et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 1, wherein said light-emitting element is 
disposed that its optical axis (i.e. the axes of various light emitting devices 12 in Drawings 4-5) coincides 
with an upstream section, extending from the emitter to the reflector, of the second propagation path 
(path of unblocked signal). 

Regarding claim 5, Ieda et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim i, wherein one or more reflector 

members (wall surface 20 in Drawing 1 or reflecting plate 23 in Drawing 5) are disposed in either or both 

of upstream sections, extending in the emitter, of the first and second propagation paths. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 10$ 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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12. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 
owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Maue et al. 

13. Claims 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maue et al. 
Regarding claim 6, Maue et al. discloses: 

An optical signal transmission device, mounted on a vehicle, for propagating an optical signal, 
used to control operation of a vehicle- mounted apparatus, through a free space from an emitter to a 
receiver, the improvement comprising: 

said transmission device (Figs. 1-5) having a reflector (col. 5, 1. 35-66) disposed outside the 
emitter (transmitter lA in Figs. 3 and 5) and the receiver (modules 3 in Figs. 1-2 or transmitter/sensor lC 
or lD in Fig. 5) and formed with first and second slanted reflection planes (plurality of reflecting surfaces 
in col. 5,1. 35-66); and 

said emitter including a light-emitting element having an optical axis (i.e. the axis of transmitter 
lA facing a windshield in Fig. 5) thereof deviating from an imaginary line (line-of-sight between an 
emitter- and- receiver pair) connecting the emitter and the receiver toward the reflector such that a ratio 
between incident intensities of first (an unblocked signal) and second (another unblocked signal, col. 6, 1. 
10-14) optical signals, emitted from the emitter, reflected individually by the first and second slanted 
reflection planes and then entering the receiver, exists (the ratio is not expressly disclosed but inherently 
present). 



Maue et al. does not expressly disclose: 
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the ratio is equal to or higher than a predetermined value at or above which a faulty optical signal 
transmission is not caused. 

However, Maue et al. is generally concerned with the successful transmission of a signal, through 
the technique of multiple instances of the signal along multiple signal paths (col. 6, 1. 15-19). Such a 
technique is often described as redundant transmissions. This technique aids in successful transmission 
of a signal by transmitting multiple instances of a signal, each instance having the same signal strength. 
In the case that one of those instances is blocked, the receiver still receives an instance that is not blocked. 
Thus, successful transmission of the signal is still achieved (col. 6, 1. 15-19). At the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrange the receiver so that it 
receives the two optical signals with equal relative intensities, thus making the ratio equal to one (1). One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since doing so is an intuitively obvious 
feature of redundant transmissions, and it would result in a fault recovery scheme in the case that one of 
the signals is blocked (col. 6, 1. 15-19). 

Regarding claim 7, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 6, wherein said receiver includes a light- 
receiving element (modules 3 in Figs. 1-2 or to transmitter/sensors lC or lD in Fig. 5, col. 6, 1. 10-14) for 
receiving the first and second optical signals, and at least one of the light-emitting element of the emitter 
and the light-receiving element of the receiver is disposed upward (i.e. transmitter lA facing a windshield 
in Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 8, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 6, wherein said predetermined value is 

25%. 

Note an exemplary ratio of Maue et al.: 

ratio ~ an unblocked signal = X ,X>o =1 = 100% 

another unblocked signal X 

Note the ratio of claim 8: 

ratio - 25% = 1/4 
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The exemplary ratio of Maue et al. (100%) is higher than the predetermined value (25%) of claim 

8. 

Regarding claim 9, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 6, wherein the optical axis of the light- 
emitting element is set to be directed to between the first and second slanted reflection planes (i.e. the 
central axis of transmitter lA facing a windshield in Fig. 5 in the case that an unblocked signal is on one 
side of the axis and another unblocked signal is on the other side of the axis). 

Regarding claim io, Maue et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 6, wherein said reflector is formed with 
a curved reflection plane (i.e. a windshield in Fig. 5), 

Ieda et al. 

14. Claims 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ieda et al. 
Regarding claim 6, Ieda et al. discloses: 

An optical signal transmission device, mounted on a vehicle, for propagating an optical signal, 
used to control operation of a vehicle- mounted apparatus, through a free space from an emitter to a 
receiver, the improvement comprising: 

said transmission device (Drawings 1-9) having a reflector (various wall surfaces in Drawing 1 or 
reflecting plate 23 in Drawing 5) disposed outside the emitter (optical transmitting unit 11 in Drawings) 
and the receiver (optical receiving unit 13 in Drawings) and formed with first and second slanted 
reflection planes (i.e. one wall surface 20 in Drawing 1 and the opposite wall surface that is not shown, 
note that optical transmitting unit 11 in Drawings 4 and 6 directs light to the left and to the right of unit 
11); and 

said emitter including a light-emitting element (light emitting device 12 facing the left or right of 
unit n in Drawing 4) having an optical axis thereof deviating from an imaginary line (line-of-sight 
between an emitter-and-receiver pair) connecting the emitter and the receiver toward the reflector such 
that a ratio between incident intensities of first (i.e. an unblocked reflected signal) and second (i.e. 
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another unblocked reflected signal) optical signals, emitted from the emitter, reflected individually by the 
first and second slanted reflection planes and then entering the receiver, exists (the ratio is not expressly 
disclosed but inherently present). 

Ieda et al. does not expressly disclose: 

the ratio is equal to or higher than a predetermined value at or above which a faulty optical signal 
transmission is not caused. 

However, Ieda et al. is generally concerned with the successful transmission of a signal, through 
the technique of multiple instances of the signal along multiple signal paths (paragraphs [0012-0013]). 
Such a technique is often described as redundant transmissions. This technique aids in successful 
transmission of a signal by transmitting multiple instances of a signal, each instance having the same 
signal strength. In the case that one of those instances is blocked, the receiver still receives an instance 
that is not blocked. Thus, successful transmission of the signal is still achieved (paragraphs [0012-0013]). 
At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
arrange the receiver so that it receives the two optical signals with equal relative intensities, thus making 
the ratio equal to one (1). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since 
doing so is an intuitively obvious feature of redundant transmissions, and it would result in a fault 
recovery scheme in the case that one of the signals is blocked (paragraphs [0012-0013]). 

Note that the following recitations have not been given patentable weight because they occur in 
the preamble: 

"mounted on a vehicle" 

"used to control operation of a vehicle-mounted apparatus" 

A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of 
a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not depend on the 
preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. 
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See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 
USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 

Regarding claim 7, leda et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 6, wherein said receiver includes a light- 
receiving element (photodetector 14 in Drawing 2, photodetectors 34-36 in Drawing 7, photodetectors 44- 
46 in Drawing 8, photodetectors 64-66 in Drawing 9) for receiving the first and second optical signals, 
and at least one of the light-emitting element of the emitter and the light-receiving element of the receiver 
is disposed upward (Drawing 2). 

Regarding claim 8, leda et al. discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 6, wherein said predetermined value is 

25%. 

Note an exemplary ratio of leda et al.: 

ratio ~ an unblocked signal = X ,X>o =1 = 100% 

another unblocked signal X 

Note the ratio of claim 8: 

ratio ~ 25% = 1/4 

The exemplary ratio of leda et al. (100%) is higher than the predetermined value (25%) of claim 8. 
15. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over leda et al. in view of 
Rogers. 

Regarding claim 10, leda et al. does not expressly discloses: 

The optical signal transmission device according to claim 6, wherein said reflector is formed with 
a curved reflection plane. 

However, reflection planes of myriad shapes are known in the art. Rogers teaches one exemplar}' 
shape of a curved reflection plane (Rogers, ellipsoid reflector 21 in Fig. 1). At the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to form the reflector of leda et al. 
with a curved reflection plane, like that of Rogers. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this since curved reflection planes can have special geometric properties that provide 
some benefits to the optical transmission device of leda et al. For example, the ellipsoid shape of the 
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curved reflection plane of Rogers automatically directs incident signals from one focal point to another 
focal point (Rogers, signal paths of 61 and 62 from Fi to F2, col. 3, 1. 40-43) and makes the length of all 
paths from one focal point to the other focal point to be the same, independent of the incident location of 
a reflected path (Rogers, col. 3, 1. 44-47)- These properties enable a more focused transmission signal and 
reduce concerns for worst-case timing and phase shift considerations (Rogers, col. 4, 1. 41-44). 

Response to Arguments 

16. Applicant's arguments filed on 26 November 2004 with respect to independent claims 1 and 6 

have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant states, 

"In summary, the term 'a ratio of the incident intensity of the second optical signal to an incident 
intensity of the first optical signal is equal to or higher than a predetermined value at or above 
which a faulty optical-signal transmission is not caused* of the claimed invention is disclosed in 
neither of Maue or Ieda (26 November 2004, p. 12, Summary section). 

Regarding independent claim i, Examiner respectfully notes that such a ratio is not expressly 
disclosed but is inherently present. Also, as Maue and Ieda are applied to independent claim 1, the ratio is 
required to be higher than a value of zero in order for the apparatuses of Maue and Ieda to be functional. 
Otherwise, no optical signal is received at the respective receivers of Maue and Ieda, and there is no 
successful transmission of an optical signal. 

Regarding independent claim 6, Examiner respectfully notes that such a ratio is not expressly 
disclosed but is inherently present. However, as Maue and Ieda are applied to independent claim 6, 
neither Maue nor Ieda expressly discloses that the ratio is equal to or higher than a predetermined value 
at or above which a faulty optical-signal transmission is not caused. Nonetheless, an obvious argument 
was applied to address this limitation. 

Thus, Applicant's arguments regarding independent claims 1 and 6 are not persuasive. 
Accordingly, Examiner respectfully maintains the standing rejections. 

17. Applicant's arguments filed on 26 November 2004 with respect to dependent claims 3 and 8 have 

been fully considered. Applicant states, 

'The Examiner asserts that both Maue and Ieda disclose an infinity ratio [(unblocked 
signal/blocked signal=X/o=undefined]. Applicant respectfully disagrees. The claimed ratio is a 
ratio of an indirect signal (a second optical signal) from a reflector to a direct signal (a first optical 
signal) which is opposite to the Examiner's characterization. According to the Examiner's 
assertion, the ratio of the two signal intensities in the prior art references would be zero (o/X=o). 
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Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 3 and 8 are particularly allowable over the prior 
ait" (26 November 2004, p. 13, 1 st full paragraph). 

Regarding dependent claim 3, in response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show 
certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., an 
indirect signal, a direct signal) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See 
In re Van Geims, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Rather, the signals of claim 3 are limited only to: 

"a first propagation path extending from an emitter to a receiver," 

"a second propagation path extending from the emitter to the receiver via a reflector," 

"a first optical signal propagating along the first propagation path," and 

"a second optical signal propagating along the second propagation path." 
Notice that there is no mention of an indirect signal or a direct signal 

Still, the "unblocked signal" (Maue, a signal along an unblocked path from transmitter lA in Figs. 
3 and 5 to modules 3 in Figs. 1-2 or to transmitter/sensors lC or lD in Fig. 5; Ieda, a signal along an 
unblocked path from optical transmitting unit 11 to optical receiving unit 13 in Drawing 1) does refer to 
signal propagating along a second path, said second path extending from an emitter to a receiver via a 
reflector (Maue, col. 5, 1. 35-66; Ieda, wall surface 20 in Drawing 1 or reflecting plate 23 in Drawing 5). 
The "blocked signal" (Maue, a signal along a blocked path from transmitter lA in Figs. 3 and 5 to modules 
3 in Figs. 1-2 or to transmitter/sensor lC or lD in Fig. 5; Ieda, a signal along a blocked path from optical 
transmitting unit 11 to optical receiving unit 13 in Drawing 1) does refer to a signal propagating along a 
first path, said first path extending from the emitter to the receiver. Thus, Applicant's argument 
regarding claim 3 is not persuasive. 

Regarding claim 8, notice the new grounds of rejection. Thus, Applicant's argument regarding 
claim 8 is moot. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to David S. Kim whose telephone number is 571-272-3033. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Mon.-Fri. 9 AM to 5 PM (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Jason 
Chan can be reached on 571-272-3022. The fax phone number for the organization where this application 
or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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